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Abstract
Traditional solutions to reading problems have not
adequately addressed reading difficulties.

Many

students in the lower 20% of the reading level of their
class have far reaching academic and social problems
that lead to dropping out of school, entering special
education classes, becoming frustrated, and possibly
becoming discipline problems.

This study examined the

Reading Recovery Program at Main Street School in
Shelbyville, Illinois.

Specific study objectives were

measurements of student test data and progress for the
1992-1993 school year.

Measurements were performed

using a pre- and post-testing method.

A survey

questionnaire was used to gather data from Reading
Recovery teachers.

Measurability climaxed when a

student "graduated" from the program and returned to a
regular classroom reading class at average or better
level in reading.

The effectiveness of the program was

evident through the success of children gaining reading
skills, including reading accuracy, self correction,
identifying letters, and using concepts about print.
All terms relevant to the Reading Recovery program were
addressed and defined within the study.
were imposed on the Shelbyville sampling.

Delimitations
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Chapter I
Overview

Background and Significance of the Field Experience
According to Becoming a Nation of Readers (The
Report of the Commission on Reading, 1985) and
continuing through Wbat Works; Research About Teaching
and Learning (US. Department of Education, 1986),
reading is a basic life skill and is the cornerstone for
a child's success in school and throughout life.
President Bush (1991) stated that America needs an
educational system that will enable every adult to be
literate, possess the knowledge and skills necessary to
compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.
Reading Recovery is a supplementary reading and
writing program for the first grade children who are at
risk for reading failure.

The short-term goal of

Reading Recovery is to accelerate children's progress in
learning to read.

The long-term goal is for children to

continue to progress through their regular classroom
instruction and independent reading, commensurate with
their average peers, after the intervention is
discontinued.

Reading Recovery aims to undercut a large

Reading Recovery
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amount of literacy problems by providing children with a
second chance to learn after their first year at school.
The program has shown evidence of success in other
countries and in parts of the United States.
Pinnell (1990) discovered that many children in the
lower 20% of their class were not learning to read.

For

many years educators and the general public have known
that learning to read is the key to success in school.
In addition, educators have complained that not enough
is being done in the lower grades to teach children who
are at-risk of not being able to learn to read.
The author perceives that some children in every
first grade classroom, even in the best educational
settings, are at risk of failure in learning to read.
Once a child is identified as having failed to learn to
read, the cost to the school district increases and
continues at an increased level for special help,
special classrooms, and special materials.

Loss of

self-esteem, potential discipline problems, and
potential to drop out of school are but some of the
problems that made this the selection for a field
experience appropriate.
Main Street School in Shelbyville, Illinois, also
served as a data base for the collection, analysis, and
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evaluation of Reading Recovery data toward determination
of the effectiveness of Reading Recovery.

Seventeen

children in Shelbyville, Illinois, were served in
Reading Recovery during the 1992-1993 year.

Research

indicates that 60 lessons comprise the minimum amount of
time that could be considered a program in Reading
Recovery.

Some children will take longer than that

period to achieve success (be discontinued); others will
be discontinued within a shorter time.

However, 60

lessons represent a good estimate of the average time
needed for a program.

"Program" children are therefore

defined as those children who receive at least 60
lessons or are discontinued from the program.
In response to this need, Illinois and other states
have been using the Reading Recovery program developed
and initiated by Marie Clay (1984).

This investigation

was designed to determine the degree of success of this
program in Shelbyville, Illinois.

Statement of the Project Goal
The purpose of this field experience was to
investigate the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery
Program at Main Street School in Shelbyville, Illinois.
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This study was made to determine whether the Reading
Recovery Program was justified in terms of results.

The

study was also used to develop recommendations to
improve that Reading Recovery Program.

Specific Project Objectives
There were several purposes of this study.

One was

to compare reading skills of students before they
entered and after they had completed the Reading
Recovery Program.

A second purpose was to identify

successes of students in learning and applying reading
skills after completing the Program.

A third purpose

was to examine teacher opinions concerning the Reading
Recovery Program.

A fourth purpose was to examine

parent opinions about the Program.

Operational Definitions, Assumptions, Delimitations
The following operational definitions were used in
the context of this study:
1.

Reading Recovery (Program)--The Program created

and initially developed by Marie Clay of New Zealand, as
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modified by Gay Pinnell, which is currently in use
throughout the world.
2.

Effectiveness of Reading Recovery--The

improvement in reading levels of students in the Reading
Recovery Program.
3.

Academic Failure--A situation in which a child

in a first grade classroom does not keep up with the
learning pace of his/her classmates by not being able to
read and complete his/her assignments.
4.

Reading Recovery Checklist--This title refers to

a series of skills associated with the Reading Recovery
program including letter identification, word
identification, concepts, writing dictation and the
number of words that a student can write in a 10 minute
period.
5.

Intensive Teacher Training--The teacher training

program of major universities that conduct Reading
Recovery Training.

The teacher training program

requires participants to tutor four children daily as
part of their teaching assignment and to attend a weekly
three-hour inservice course after school hours.
Participants in this training program earned two units
(eight semester hours) of graduate credit.
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6.

"Little Books"--Several series of small books

that children read as they advance through the Reading
Recovery Program.
7.

Reading Recovery Population--The entire group of

first grade students in Illinois having the
characteristic of being in the lower 20% of their class
and who are being serviced in a Reading Recovery
program.
8.

Discontinuation--Refers to a child reading at

average reading level and returning to the regular
classroom.

This term also indicates successful

completion of the Program.
9.

Reading Recovery Ouestionnaire--an instrument

utilized to gather information regarding student
progress, discontinuation, responses, and
recommendations from the Reading Recovery teachers in
Shelbyville, Illinois.

Uniqueness of the Study
Reading Recovery is a new early intervention reading
program in the United States.

It is designed to help

low-achieving six year-olds to learn to read.

It is

unique in that it provides an alternative to traditional
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reading practices for educationally disadvantaged and
learning disabled students.
in life.

Reading is a key to success

Learning to read affects one's self esteem and

future.
The Shelbyville schools are committed to excellence.
This field study was aimed toward the continuation of
that commitment.

The Reading Recovery Program has never

been formally studied and evaluated.

In order for the

Shelbyville schools to make a difference in the present
and future lives of the students, the quality and
effectiveness of its reading program must be determined.
The results of this field experience enabled the
researcher to make appropriate recommendations for the
Reading Recovery Program at Main Street School in
Shelbyville, Illinois.

Assumptions
This field experience is based on an assumption that
responses from educators were frank, honest, and based
on their own perceptions of how effective Reading
Recovery is within Main Street School in Shelbyville,
Illinois.

Reading Recovery
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Delimitations
One variable over which there was no control in this
field experience was the effect that different
instructors had on their students.

While all

instructors were Reading Recovery trained in specific
university curricula, individual charisma and
relationships established between students and
instructors could have affected the results. Some
instructors could have had more of an impact on students
than the Reading Recovery program itself.
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Chapter II

Review of Literature and Research
Reading Recovery, developed by child psychologist
Dr. Marie Clay, has been implemented for twenty years in
New Zealand, and serves 19 percent of that country's
first-grade children (those having difficulty learning
to read) .

Nationwide, New Zealand has a referral rate

of only one percent for retention or special education
because of reading difficulties beyond first grade
(Clay, 1990).
Clay (1985) suggested that experience has
demonstrated that the reading process was not successful
for all children during their first year of school.
Clay's research (1979, 1982, 1985) helped expand the
knowledge about how young children learn to read.
In 1984, Watson and Clay introduced Reading Recovery
into the United States at Ohio State University.
Results from this pilot study were very positive (Huck
and Pinnell, 1985).
The basic tenets of the Reading Recovery Program are
that reading is a strategic process that takes place in
the reader's mind; that reading and writing are
interconnected, reciprocal processes; that accelerated

Reading Recovery
12

progress is possible; and that it is most productive to
intervene early, before children become trapped in a
cycle of reading failure (Clay, 1985).
The program is directed at the bottom 20 percent of
first graders:

the lowest achieving children in reading

and writing, without regard to intelligence, ethnic
group, language achievements, school history, physical
handicaps, or learning disabilities.

It is a one-time

intervention that comes at the earliest stage of the
child's schooling.

Its goal is to accelerate students

and to help them develop into independent readers,
reading with the average in their class, without further
help.

Reading Recovery requires one-to-one

individualized instruction, but only for an average of
12 to 16 weeks.

It is a supplemental pull-out program

that does not replace the regular classroom reading and
writing instruction (Pinnell, 1990).
The Reading Recovery teacher, who has been
specifically trained in Reading Recovery techniques,
typically works with four students individually per day
for one-half hour each.

In each lesson, the teacher

directs the rereading of familiar "little" books, keeps
a "running record" of independent reading, works with
the student on reading strategies as needed, supports
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the child in writing a message of a story, and reads a
new "little" book with the child.

In Reading Recovery

instruction there are no computers, no textbooks, no
workbooks, and no drill sheets.

Reading Recovery

involves a specially trained teacher, pencils and paper,
and a lot of interesting, short books at different
reading levels (Pinnell, 1990) .
A detailed description of Reading Recovery lessons
and implementation of the program at the school and
school district levels may be found in the monograph
Reading Recovery: Early Intervention for At-Risk First
Graders,

(Pinnell, Lyons, & Deford, 1988).

Allen (1982) discusses Reading Recovery's approach
to young children's reading difficulties which breaks
the standard patterns of remediation.

The feature of

intensive, one-on-one tutoring of each child for 30
minutes a day is an integral part of the process.

Allen

(1992) mentions that it actually teaches problem solving
techniques for getting meaning from print.

Allen

believes that it is important to think of Reading
Recovery not as a package that is bought, but as a
philosophy of intervention that teaches the young reader
strategies in learning how to read.
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Pinnell (1990) explains that required materials are
minimal, basically books, pencils, and paper.

Also

essential are the hundreds of "little books" which are
abbreviated paperbacks with good stories and a few lines
of text on each page.
Jongsma (1990) stresses the importance of intensive
teacher training within the program.

Success begins

with decision making by the teachers, and depends on
their training.

Training participants are required to

tutor four children daily as part of their teaching
assignment and attend a weekly three hour in-service
course after school hours.

Included within intensive

teacher training are requirements of observation and
interpretation of children's responses.

Lessons are

then specifically designed for each student.
Jongsma also mentions the usage of the Reading
Recovery checklist to assess reading and writing
behaviors of children and prevent academic failure.

The

checklist incorporates a series of skills associated
with the Reading Recovery Program.

The skills include

letter identification, word identification, concepts
about print, writing dictation, and the number of words
that a student can write in a 10 minute period.
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Pinnell (1990) explains that Reading Recovery
teachers learn in an apprenticeship-type program, for
they are teaching and learning at the same time.

The

key to the program is making effective moment-to-moment
decisions while teaching intensely.
Clay and Watson (1982) indicate that teachers
preparing for Reading Recovery must participate in a
yearlong course.

No time is lost in service to children

because teachers begin to work with children on a oneto-one basis while attending their required after school
session once per week.
Pinnell (1987) and Clay and Watson (1982) discuss
the importance of peer interaction in the intensive
teacher training process.

During the in-service course,

participants take turns teaching demonstration lessons
behind a one-way glass while the rest of the class
observes.

Observers talk among themselves as the leader

guides them toward sharpening their observation skills
and their abilities to make decisions.

Even after the

year of training, Reading Recovery teachers continue to
update and increase their knowledge and skills through
peer consultation and continuing contact sessions.
Lyons (1991) found that many children classified as
"learning disabled" were not disabled at all, but were
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only having initial difficulty learning to read.

The

study found that when placed in Reading Recovery
programs, a high proportion of these children (73.3
percent) developed balanced reading strategies.

They

were also reading at the average level of their
classmates after an average of thirteen weeks of Reading
Recovery instruction.
Pinnell (1991) identified the Reading Recovery
population as first grade students in the lower twenty
percent of their class who are receiving Reading
Recovery instruction.

This has become the accepted

difinition for identification of students in need of the
Program.
The goal of Reading Recovery training is the
development of teachers who are independent learners and
have a constructive or a transactive model of learning.
They reflect on their practice and problem solve.

They

see themselves as constructors of their knowledge and
learning through self-initiated inquiry, hypothesis
formation, planned and systematic practice, observation,
dialogue and interaction with others, and articulation
and reformulation of ideas.

Teachers who are

independent learners view knowledge as incomplete and
tentative, draw on conceptual frameworks from a broad
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range of disciplines, question, and strive for
consistency in the interpretation and application of
ideas.
Duckworth (1987) describes learning as 'messy' and
suggests that the planned program of observing and
working one-on-one with children is critical to a
teacher's understanding of learning.
fulfills this critical requirement.

Reading Recovery
In the training

year teachers immediately begin to put their new
learning into action by teaching four different students
in one-on-one lessons.
Early in their training many teachers have
difficulty letting go of their previous concepts and
proceeding to a theory of learning and teaching that
will enable them to "build on the child's strengths,
observe, and follow the child."

(Duckworth 1987)

However, the practical aspects of working one-on-one
with four different children soon put new understandings
into action.

Duckworth again recommends that we must

come to accept surprise, puzzlement, excitement,
patience, caution, honest attempts and wrong outcomes as
legitimate and important elements of learning.
Following the child instead of a preset program also
establishes the virtue, on our part, of not knowing.
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This concept forces us to suspend our beliefs and
establishes the expectation to learn from careful
observation of our children.
Lyons (1989) discussed the cost factor of Reading
Recovery, a concern which is often raised.

He found

that in spite of the impressive educational results of
Reading Recovery Programs, some school districts
hesitate to initiate them because of their obvious
financial costs.

Implementation does require time,

money, and commitment.

A major startup cost of

initiating a Reading Recovery program in a school
district is initial staff training.

The training

requires that at least one teacher leader, selected by
the school district (or a group of neighboring
districts), attend a Reading Recovery training center at
one of more that a dozen universities across the country
for one academic year.

During this year, the teacher

studies extensively and attends professional classes in
the basic concepts, learning theory, and professional
practice of Reading Recovery instruction, as well as
serving a rigorous internship to gain hands-on teaching
experience as both a Reading Recovery teacher and a
teacher leader (Lyons, 1989).
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The teacher leader then returns to the district to
conduct training for teachers in the district or group
of districts, and to assist teachers-in-training
throughout the initial school year and future years.

A

teacher leader can train up to 16 teachers per year, so
smaller districts can share the cost of the initial
training of one teacher leader (Lyons, 1989).
Another possibility is for one school district with
a trained Reading Recovery teacher leader to contract
with neighboring school districts to train their
teachers in Reading Recovery.

For example, in 1990-91,

two teacher leaders in the Wareham School District
trained six of the district's own teachers in Reading
Recovery as well as 22 teachers from neighboring school
districts.

Wareham

School District has trained 26

Reading Recovery teachers from 16 neighboring school
districts.

It is important to note that during their

Reading Recovery training period, which extends for an
entire school year, teachers are actually teaching
Reading Recovery children (Deford, 1991) .
Clay (1985) indicates the importance of the "little
books" which are sometimes referred to as "new books."
Every day, the teacher selects a new book based on the
results of that day's lesson.

The book should be easy
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enough, but also challenging enough, to enable the
readers to use strategies they are learning.

The

expectation is that the readers should be reading with
approximately 90-95 percent accuracy.
Prior to this lesson, the teacher has already read
the "new" book to herself/himself several times so the
author's message is clearly understood.

The teacher

provides a short introduction to the book that informs
the child of its plot, language, and writing style.

The

teacher might draw attention to important ideas, discuss
the illustrations, provide opportunities for the child
to hear the book's language, and find one or two new and
important words after the child tries to predict the
first letter of each one {Clay, 1985).
After the teacher has introduced the book, the child
reads it with help from the teacher, but as
independently as possible.

The teacher provides support

as necessary, helping the reader build links between the
new information and what the child already knows.
The teacher comments when students have used
particularly good strategies, helping them keep the
meaning and language in mind as they deal with the
visual information.

Before the lesson is complete, the

teacher and child read the book through a second time.
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This time, the teacher pauses in reading when the child
comes to problem areas, but helps the child maintain
fluent reading through most of the text (Clay, 1985).
The largest ongoing cost of Reading Recovery is the
one-to-one instruction provided for the children served
in the program.

Children in Reading Recovery receive

daily 30 minute lessons, so that each teacher spending
half a day in Reading Recovery can work with about four
first-grade children per day.

However, since most

children are successfully discontinued from the program
in 12 to 16 weeks, the one-to-one Reading Recovery
instruction is short term, allowing the teacher to work
with eight to 10 first-grade children over the course of
the year.

The other half of a Reading Recovery

teacher's day is determined by the instructional program
needs of the school (Deford, 1991).
Lyons and Beaver (1990) indicate long-term savings
in a study done in the upper Arlington School District
in Ohio.

They cite a reduction of 33 students who would

have been retained in a five year period.
There is evidence of Reading Recovery's estimated
cost savings (Zimmaro, 1991) .

Taking into account the

potential reductions in student retentions and special
placements that would result from the implementation of
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Reading Recovery in a typical school district,
comparative program cost-benefit analyses can be made
using national averages.
According to Deford (1991), when viewed from the
short-term perspective of annual costs, Reading Recovery
is less expensive than first-grade retention, but more
expensive than typical Chapter I services or Special
Education services.

However, the short-term investment

in Reading Recovery has significant long-term payoffs.
Long-term teacher salary costs associated with
serving a child classified as "learning disabled" in
Special Education (participation averaging six years in
the elementary school) will be in excess of $9,906, as
compared to the one-time cost of $2,063 for Reading
Recovery for that child (Dyer, 1992).
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Chapter III
Design of the Study

Research Questions
An important part of any school program should be an
evaluation of its effectiveness.

Recommendations can

then be made for improvement of the program.

Reading

Recovery is a new intervention program at Main Street
School in Shelbyville, Illinois.

Questions asked

concerning evaluation of the program were:
Question #1.

What proportion of Reading Recovery

children were discontinued in Shelbyville, Illinois?
Question #2.

What was the progress of discontinued

and Reading Recovery children in Shelbyville, Illinois?
Question #3.

What was the progress from entry

through the end of the year testing for children
discontinued from the program prior to May 1, 1993 in
Shelbyville, Illinois?
Question #4.

What informal responses to the Reading

Recovery Program were made by Reading Recovery teachersin-training, administrators, other teachers, and parents
of Reading Recovery children?
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Sample and Population
This field experience was conducted as a descriptive
study of the Reading Recovery Program at Main Street
School in Shelbyville, Illinois during the 1992-1993
school year.

The population was all of the first grade

students in Shelbyville.

The sample was the students in

the lower 20% of the first grade.

The seventeen

children in the Reading Recovery Program at Main Street
School in Shelbyville, Illinois during the 1992-1993
school year represent the sample that was studied.

The

reported results reflect a typically served population
of first grade students in Shelbyville annually.

Field Experience Procedures
The field experience project was conducted as a
study of Reading Recovery results in a one year period
of 1992-1993 in Shelbyville, Illinois.
Following the gathering of data from the studied
year of 1992-1993, results were examined and evaluated.
The pre and post testing within the established Reading
Recovery program

reflects directly on the success of

the Reading Recovery program.

A specific determination

was made as to whether students' knowledge of Reading
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Recovery skills enabled them to test significantly
higher after, in relation to before, the successful
completion of their respective Reading Recovery program.

Data Collection and Instrumentation
The survey instruments utilized to evaluate the
Reading Recovery Program at Main Street School in
Shelbyville, Illinois, were developed by the Center for
the Study of Reading from the University of Illinois at
Champaign-Urbana and were selected because they reflect
factors germane to measuring the effectiveness of
Reading Recovery Programs in schools.

The survey

consists of six separate instruments (a) Illinois
Reading Recovery Record of Progress (see Appendix A),
(b) Children's Progress Inventory (see Appendix B),

(c)

Reading Recovery End of the Year Report (see Appendix
C),

(d) Parent Opinion Inventory (see Appendix D),

(e)

Teacher Opinion Inventory (see Appendix E), and (f)
Reading Recovery Questionnaire (see Appendix F) .

Each

survey instrument contains a set of evaluation items.
The Parent Opinion Inventory and the Teacher Opinion
Inventory utilized a Likert-type rating scale to solicit
opinions.
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In developing the study, each inventory was
presented to the Reading Recovery teachers, regular
first grade classroom teachers, and parents of Reading
Recovery children for review.

This committee was

instructed to complete each inventory accordingly and to
omit answering any question that was unclear.

The

Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress was
presented in December of 1992 and May of 1993 to allow
Reading Recovery teachers to record data accordingly.
The Children's Progress Inventory was also presented in
December of 1992 and in May of 1993 to allow Reading
Recovery teachers to record data accordingly.

The

Reading Recovery End of the Year Report was completed by
the Reading Recovery teachers in May as an annual report
toward the State of Illinois Reading Recovery Report.
The Parent Opinion Inventory was administered by mail
during the Spring of 1993.

All parents were sent the

survey along with a brief introduction explaining the
purpose of the survey (see Appendix D).

Parents were

asked to return the survey by sending it to school with
their child or by dropping it off at school within a two
week time frame.

All parents completed the survey.

Teacher Opinion Inventory was administered by direct
contact with the five first grade teachers at Main

The
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Street School in Shelbyville, Illinois, during the
Spring of 1993 (see Appendix E).

Teachers were asked to

return the inventory to the principal within a two week
time frame.
inventory.

All five first grade teachers completed the
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Chapter IV
Results and Conclusions

Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress
The Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress is
an individual itemization of each student in the Reading
Recovery Program.

It was used to account for each

student's progress from entry into the program through
discontinuation status.
In reviewing the results of the Illinois Reading
Recovery Record of Progress, the scores indicated
success toward discontinuation status of fifteen of the
seventeen children served.
rate of more than 88%.
discontinued.

This represents a success

Two children were not

The teachers felt that if the two

children who were not discontinued were given two to
four additional weeks, they would have been successfully
discontinued.
The End of Year Reading Recovery Report (see
Appendix C) on the students in the Program provided the
following information:
• There were 17 students served in the Reading
Recovery Program.
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• Of the students in the program 15 successfully
completed the program.
• No students dropped out of the program or moved.
• One student no longer needed Special Education
services due to participation in the Reading
Recovery Program.
• There were 10 students who completed the program
with less than 60 lessons.
• There was one student referred to Special
Education.
• Only two children had to remain in the program.

Comments by Reading Recovery teachers at Main Street
School in Shelbyville, Illinois indicated the following:
• Given two to four additional weeks the two
students who had to remain in the Program could
complete it and be discontinued.
• There were 10 children who were eligible for the
Program but not served by it.
• All of the first grade teachers were very
cooperative in scheduling.

The parents of the

children were all very helpful and cooperative in
listening to the children read each night, and in
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providing transportation to Champaign for the
demonstration lessons.
• Reading Recovery training deserves part of the
credit for avoiding the necessity of staffing
seven children into the special education program.
• The two children who did not complete the program
would have both successfully completed the program
if more time was available to work with them.
• One additional teacher is needed to have full
coverage.

Funds for consumable supplies, book

replacements and new books are also required.

The Parent Opinion Survey (see Appendix D) revealed
that nearly all of the parents felt that the Reading
Recovery Program was a very good one.

Of the 17 parents

surveyed, 15 rated the Program a '5' which corresponds
to "a very good program".
the program a

The remaining parents rated

'4' which could be interpreted on the

continuum as a good program.

Of the three qualitative

questions on the parent opinion survey, the majority of
the comments were favorable.
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Children's Progress Inventory
The Children's Progress Inventory is an inventory
listing of each student in the Reading Recovery Program
and his/her results.

It displays the data from the

Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress in a
concise format.

It displays parallel results of the

Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress.

Reading Recovery End of the Year Report
This report is a collection of data on the seventeen
children in the Reading Recovery Program that were
studied.
The teachers' comments were generally favorable,
indicating that all five of the first grade teachers
were very cooperative.

Parents were also mentioned as

being helpful and cooperative in listening to the
children read each night and providing transportation to
Champaign, Illinois for the demonstration lessons.
Unfavorable comments were made regarding the selection
of students in need of Reading Recovery and that
students were being discontinued too slowly.
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Parent Opinion Inventory
This inventory to parents indicated extremely
favorable scores of all fives in a one through five
rating scale.

A score of one indicated that Reading

Recovery was not a very good program.

A high score of

five indicated that Reading Recovery was a very good
program for their child.

The average score given by

parents was 4.88.
The results from the parent inventory were positive.
The parents viewed the program as extremely helpful to
their children learning to read.

It is important to

note that parents need to work with their child at home
to ensure his/her success in Reading Recovery.
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Chapter V
Summary, Findings, and Recommendations

Summary
This study focused on investigating the
effectiveness of the Reading Recovery Program in
Shelbyville, Illinois.

The study was made to determine

whether the Reading Recovery Program was justified in
terms of results.

Also the study was used to develop

recommendations to improve the Reading Recovery Program.
This was accomplished by using a questionnaire,
completing a report, completing student inventories, and
a parent opinion survey.

Analysis of the results were

highly favorable from the results of each instrument.
In addition to determining whether Reading Recovery
was justified in terms of results, a thorough review of
the current literature and research associated with
Reading Recovery was conducted.

As a result, this study

identified some problem areas in the Reading Recovery
Program at Main Street School in Shelbyville, Illinois.
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Findings
In reviewing the results of the surveys, all
instruments reflected favorable results of students
being discontinued and being returned to their classroom
at an average reading level.

However, two children did

not complete the program due to a lack of time.
The Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress and
the Children's Progress Inventory showed the scoring of
students to indicate success.

The End of the Year

Report identified ten children who were eligible but not
served due to lack of full implementation of the
program.

These children were served in the Chapter I

Reading Program.

Main Street School in Shelbyville

Illinois, still needs one more additional teacher to
have full coverage.

More funds would also be necessary

for the training, new books, and supplies for a third
Reading Recovery teacher.
The Parent Opinion Inventory revealed highly
favorable findings in parent assessment of the Program.
All parents surveyed felt that it was a very good
program.
The Teacher Opinion Inventory revealed highly
favorable teacher assessment of the Program.

All five
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participating classroom teachers felt that it was a very
good program.

Recommendations
In reviewing the findings of this study, a
significant fact has emerged:

that the Reading Recovery

Program at Main Street School in Shelbyville, Illinois,
was effective and justified in terms of highly favorable
results.
In order to improve upon Reading Recovery, an effort
needs to be made toward full implementation of the
program.

This would require the employment of an

additional teacher.

The hiring of another teacher would

solve the problem of students not completing the program
due to lack of time.
A second finding showed the scoring of students to
indicate success in the areas of reading accuracy, self
correction, identifying letters, using concepts about
print, recognizing vocabulary words, and dictation.
Therefore, this program should be continued because
students are learning to read.
A third finding indicated that ten children who were
eligible were not served due to a lack of full
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implementation.

They were served in the Chapter I

Reading Program.

In order to solve this problem,

another teacher would need to be hired.
A fourth finding was that more funds would be
necessary for training, new books, and supplies for a
third Reading Recovery teacher.

Research indicates that

this would be cost efficient toward helping children
learn how to read at the first grade level.
A fifth finding revealed that one child was staffed
out of special education due to Reading Recovery.

This

is cost efficient due to the high cost of special
education.
The recommendations provided in this study provide
suggestions for the strengthening of an already
successful program in Shelbyville, Illinois.
Improvements in these areas would produce even greater
results.

The hiring of an additional teacher would help

more students meet their needs.

It is fiscally more

responsible to solve reading problems of the students at
the first grade level than to remediate thereafter.

The

favorable parental perception of the program adds to the
success of the program.
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Appendix A
Illinois Reading Recovery Record of Progress
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Appendix B
Children's Progress Inventory

Reading Recovery
43

STUDENT NAME

~

'

..

-

1.

-

2.

'
3.

I

i

4.

I
1

I
'

•I

!

'

I

I

l

!

I

I

ij

I

I
I

i

.

l
I

I

i

I
I

:

i

5.

6.

l

i

I

7.

8.

iI

I·I

I

Il
l

·i

i

i

I

I
'

II

l
I

Reading Recovery
44

Appendix C
Reading Recovery End of the Year Report
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READING RECOVERY
END OF THE YEAR REPORT
Number of children served·
Number successfully completing program (Discontinued)
Nunroer dropped or moved
Number kept out of Special Education
Number staffed out of Special Education
Number of reading recovery children retained in first grade
Number of children with less thant 60 lessons
Number of children referred to Special Education
Number not discontinued

COMMENTS
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Appendix D
Parent Opinion Inventory
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#5
. Dear Parcnt(s):

We arc thinking about the needs of children and their parents as we make plans for next
yeat. Since your child was involved in Reading Recovery, we arc asking you to help us
think about how Reading Recovay affected your child and your family this year.

Please write brief answers to the following questions and send this paper back to school
y.rith your child. We really value your opinions. You answers arc quite IMPORTANT to
us as we plan for next year!
1.

How has Reading Recovery affected your child's experience in school?

2.

If you were telling another pan::nt about the Reading Recovery program, what
would you say?

3.

Did the Reading Recovery teacher let you know about your child's progress?
If so, how were you concacted?

4.

Circle the number below which best desaibes your view of Rea.ding Recovery.
4

a very good

nae a very

.·

good program

5.

Other Comments:

program

Thanks so much for your support!
Sincerely,
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Appendix E
Teacher Opinion Inventory
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#4

Qucslionnairc for Classroom Teachers

We are beginning to plan for next year's implementation of Reading Recovery in your
·school. You are a VALUABLE partner in this program, and we would appreciate your
insights and suggestions so that we might continue to implement a quality program.
Please briefly respond to the following questions and return this questionnaire to
- - - - - - - - - · Your comments are greatly appreciated.

1. ·

Have any children from your classroom been involved in the Reading Recovery
program this year?

If so, how much has the Reading Recovery teacher let you know about the
progress of this/these student(s)? . Circle the appropriate number.
1
nothing

2

3

4

5
a great deal

2.

What changes have you observed in children participating in the Reading
Recovery program as they work in the classroom?

3.

What do parents of Reading Recovery children say about the Reading Recovery
program?

• ·4,

Are you interested in having more children from your classroom involved in the
Reading Recovery program? Why or why not?

#4 (cont.)
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#4

5.

Reading Recovery has been implemented in your classroom for

years. It

is important at this time to evaluate the effect of the program on your

reading/language arts program. Please complete the following:
Circie the number below which best describes your view of the impact of the
Reading Recovery program on your classroom literacy program in general.
1
not a very
good program

6.

2

3

4

s
a very
good program

Other comments:

Thanks so much!

Reading Recovery
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Appendix F
Reading Recovery Questionnaire
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Reading Recovery Questionnaire
School Site

(your school)
Year 19

to 19_

(your name)

(date)
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Question #1:

What proportion of Reading Recovery

Program children were discontinued?

Discontinuing testing is completed by an independent
tester and the decision to discontinue is carefully made
in conjunction with the Teacher Leader.

Decisions

concerning whether or not children could be discontinued
were made by examining a variety of data for each child:
(a) highest level of text reading at or above 90%
accuracy,

(b) rate of self-correction and use of

rereading with difficult text,

(c) scores from Letter

Identification, Ohio Word Test, Concepts About Print,
Writing Vocabulary, Dictation and Text Level Reading
from the Diagnostic Survey,

(d) reading behavior as

demonstrated on running records of Reading Recovery
books and classroom texts,

(e) the placement and

performance of the children in average or above average
reading groups in the regular classroom, and (f) the
classroom teacher's judgment about the future success of
the children in the regular first, as well as second,
grade classroom.
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Question #1 Results

Of the (No.)

Reading Recovery Program children at

(school)
were discontinued.

in the

(district>~~~~~~~

This number represents

the Program population.

(no.>~~%

of
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Question #2:

What was the progress of Discontinued and

Reading Recovery Program children?

Comparisons of September and May scores were made on
three measures of the Diagnostic Survey:
Vocabulary,

(a) Writing

(b) Dictation, and (c) Text Reading Level

for both the Discontinued and Reading Recovery Program
children.

Please indicate below:
September

a) Writing Vocabulary
b) Dictation
c) Text Reading Level
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Question #3:

What was the progress from entry through

end of the year testing for children
discontinued from the program prior to April

1?

Please compare entry, exit, and end-of-year scores
for three measures of the Diagnostic Survey for children
who were discontinued at least six weeks prior to the
final testing period.

After being discontinued from

Reading Recovery, children receive no further extra help
but are expected to continue to make progress by
independent reading and classroom instruction.
Discontinuing dates and the number of lessons are based
on the individual progress of children, therefore, the
time of discontinuing need not be specific.
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Question #3 Results
The progress of children discontinued prior to May
on three measures of the Diagnostic Survey need to be
reported on Table 1.
Table 1
Progress Rate
Measure

Entry

Exit

End-of-Year

Writing Vocabulary
(Max. = 10 min .. )
Dictation
(Max. = 37)
Text Reading
(Max. = 30)
Sample:

Table 1
Progress Rate
Entry

Exit

Writing Vocabulary
(Max. = 10 min .. )

3.7

37.6

43.7

Dictation
(Max. = 37)

6.0

32.9

33.8

.4

*10.2

15.0

(N=121)

(N=120)

(N=llS)

Measure

Text Reading
(Max. = 30)

(*N=121)

End-of-Year
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Question #4:

What informal responses to the Reading

Recovery Program were made by trained Reading
Recovery teachers-in-training,
administrators, other teachers, parents of
Reading Recovery children, and the children
themselves?

Recommendations
Based on your experience, list any significant
recommendations you want to make for the program at your
school (if any).

Thank you for your contribution!!
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Appendix G
Children's Progress Report
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Children's Progress Report

Student

Beqinninq

Book

1

Beginning

Basal 100

Entry

2

1

100

2

3

0:0

44

16

0:0
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Year End
16
Entr

3

96

20

20

52

36

7
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3

2

4
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GJ
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Year End
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17

2
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16
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91

Year

35
1:18 52

22
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This table presents the 17 Children's Progress inventory
from the beginning of the program to the end of the
program.

Column 1 portrays the accuracy at that

respective reading book level.

Column 2 depicts the

students' self correction rate as the number of times a
student corrects an error in reading prior to teacher
intervention.

Column 3 reflects the students' ability

to identify letters.
about print score.

Column 4 identifies the concepts
Column 5 shows the word test score.

Column 6 identifies the number of vocabulary words
recognized.

Column 7 is the dictation score.

The

record of progress was utilized to capture the data on
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the Children's Progress Inventory.

Reading Recovery
65

Appendix H
Bar Graphs of Mean Scores on Children's
Progress Inventory
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Appendix I
Parent Opinion Responses
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Question #1. How has Reading Recovery affected your
child's experience in school?

• It has made my daughter a much better reader. It
has taught her how to sound out words and not to
give up.
• Positive way, better self-esteem
• My son really enjoyed his teacher and the Reading
Recovery program. He enjoyed the different books
and he would actually laugh as he read some
stories. It was a positive experience.
• He has learned to read!
• It has helped my son to attain reading at his
grade level and to prevent further LD
intervention.
• It has given her more self confidence.
• My daughter was able to read at the same level as
her classmates.
• It has helped her very much. She loves to read
and she loves to learn about different things.
• I has helped her to read.
she enjoys school more.

Now that she is reading

• Learned to read.
• I think it has helped him enjoy reading.
• When we moved here from California my daughter was
unable to read at all. In the three months that
we have been here she has done a complete turn
around.
• I feel my son enjoyed the Reading Recovery class
and it helped him not to depend on other people as
much to help him read.
• He can now read considerably better than what he
could before he started in Reading Recovery.
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Question #2.

Xf you were telling another parent about
the Reading Recovery Program, what
would you say?

• I think it is a very good program and I would
recommend it highly.
• It works!
• I would tell them that it was a positive
experience, but that parents must be willing to
listen to their child read every night. I liked
to hear my child laugh at some of the stories.
• Good things
• I would say that they are blessed to be able to
have Ann Campbell available to instruct their
child in reading. The more recent and progressive
teaching techniques are in place in this program.
• That it's an excellent program
• Reading Recovery gives the child the extra
attention they need to develop their reading
skills.
• Reading Recovery is a very helpful program to
start your child on the right track.
• It is a good program.
and her teacher.

My daughter has enjoyed it

• It helps.
• Do it.
• It is a good program that will help your child
pick up on reading.
• That it was a very helpful program
• That it is a good program where kids can get one
on one help with their reading.
• It's a more one on one reading program that adapts
itself to your child's special needs.
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Question #3.

Did the Reading Recovery teacher let you
know about you child's progress? If so,
how were you contacted?

• By open house and parent-teacher conferences
• Conferences
• By a conference with her
• Telephone and conference
• I was involved in at least 2 parent-teacher
conferences. I also was made to feel comfortable
in contacting the teacher at any time with
concerns.
• She called me in for a conference and answered all
my questions.
• I was contacted by letter setting up a meeting.
• By letter and conference
• No

• Phone
• Conference
• No

• She would talk to us when we came to get our son
from school or set up a meeting.
• I was contacted by letters and parent-teacher
meetings.
Other Comments

• It's a very good program and it's helped my son
very much.
• Excellent program.

Excellent teacher.

• I wish my son could be in it next year.
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Appendix J
Teacher Opinion Responses
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Question #2.

What changes have you observed in children
participating in the Reading Recovery
program as they work in the classroom?

• They have more confidence in trying to read.
• They are excited and interested in books and
reading.
• Not much. They are progressing but are very low.
It's hard to notice much progress in what we're
doing. They have a long way to go.
• One child has home problems and has benefited from
being with someone one on one. His mind wanders
in a regular class.
• Not really that much.
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Question #3.

What do parents of Reading Recovery
children say about the Reading Recovery
program?

• I only had two children. One parent liked the
program. The other parent didn't make any
comments to me.
• The parents have commented that the children feel
successful reading level appropriate books. They
are receptive to the program and supportive.
• Haven't heard much.
• They are pleased for the most part.
• Nothing positive or negative.
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Question #4.

Are you interested in having more children
from your classroom involved in the
Reading Recovery program? Why or why
not?

• If the program were available I would like to see
it start with children who are directly below the
Chapter I cut off.
• Yes. As a teacher I would like to see more
students involved in Reading Recovery. The
approach builds confidence, excitement, and a
curiosity to read. Slow reluctant readers could
profit from this program as well as at-risk
students.
• Yes.
I think it helps especially the average who
need a boost.
• Yes, if the lower average are those chosen. My
lowest don't seem to be the appropriate group.
• Yes, if they didn't take the "bottom of the
barrel".
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Other comments.
• I don't feel they are exiting students quickly
enough. They start too low and it takes too long
for the child to be functioning at grade level.
• It is a very supportive, positive addition to our
language arts program.
• I would rather they not take the lowest. Take
some that need a little boost and that way they
can help more. Too many never get out of it.
• I am in favor of this if it's not the lowest who
are receiving this help.
I see the most benefit
for lower average children.
It boosts them up to
grade level and often they can keep up.
This is
not true if the very lowest are given first
priority. While they do progress--often times-they still don't function at grade level when they
come back to regular classroom work.
I have no
complaints about the teachers--they are extremely
conscientious!!
• They choose the wrong children. They should
choose the top half of the lower 20%!

